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1 ABSTRACT 

A field test «as' designed and conducted to examine 
the effectireness of Arizona-designed career education units, 
particularly to tfxaiin* the units' success in tens of their ability 
to affect positively students* cognitife, affective^ and 'j^sychdsotof 
behatior according to expressed perfpfiance and behaTloral- 
objectiTes. Eleven career education unity in nine projects irere field 
-tested. Data wfere gathered through URITAL and a teacher ■ottitoriiig 
systes, with approxiiately 4,900 students and 152 teachets included 
in the "study. Of the students, 50 percent were feiale, 69 percent' 
were Anglo, and 31 piirdent from sinority groups. Of the teachers, 31 
were sale and 121 "were female. T«acher.attitudf Aoward career i 
education was very posit ire and moderately positite toward the 
particular units. Student response to the»units was positive^ and 
learner performance (overall percent of correct scores) was a high 83 
percent. Hea.sures of unit effectiveness were calculated, based on 
teacher attitude, learner attitude, and learner performance. Student 
demographic data were stt!b3ecte*d to an ethnic profile* It was 
concluded that all 11 units in the field set <rere sjaff iciently 
satisfactory to be included in the 1975-1976 slratewide implementation 
program. Additional data and the UWIfAL questionnaire are appended. 
(BP) 
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So many have contributed major input to the field test 
[processes of unit deliverSr, monitoring and instrument completion. 
tfrat'it i s i mpos sihlp to e x t ract-, np tc , - - and a-pp-l-atid-^divxdxml— 



"I=^SfiF^Fe Liid ^rmr^ii&sw^nvo lved-in^€Hls maj or -team 
effort can see how much has been accomplished and have a posi- 
tive view of its educational significance for the young people 
of Arizona. By docu^nting and analyzing the capabilities of 
the .career education Units tested, we all have contributed a 
positive boost^to career education in school districts across the 
state. . / 

The. task of Field Test Manager has been simplified consider- 
ably by excellent staf^^pport from the Mesa Public Schools 
Department of Research and Evaluation, responsive assistance 
from the State Department of Education, and the effective manage- 
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PREFACE 



This is one of a^series of field test reports on 
Arizpna developed Career . Education Curriculum Units. Thid 
report presents information concerning overall field test 
rationale and comp ilation of results f or all f ield. tested 
units,. Jjfher xepo in thiX"se£leB contain Unit specif ia^ 



1*. 



V 



V 



The work presented and reported herein|was performed 
pursuant to contract from the Arizona State! Department of 
Educatyjbn. However/ the opinions , expressed| hereih do not 
necessarily reflect the position or policy of the Arizona 
'State Department of Education and^n(0"'dfficial endorsement 
by the Arizona State Department of Educa^ipn Slfould be in- 
^f erred. ^| , , 



Execut;lve Stmtttiary 



Obj ectives * * 

V 

^JLn^^xi effort to examine thLa-_ef£ec_tiveness of Arizona 



careet education units, a field test was designed and/^cory 
ducted. The field Ibest examined the success of the units 
in terms of the uriit's ability to affect positively^ 
students' cognitive, affective and psychomotor behavior 
accordingMto expressed performance and behavioral objectives^ 

The field test of the 11 carear education curriculum 
units was conducted across the state in the fpl lowing " 
hine projects: • I ' 



Centlral 'Maricopa 

Goconino 

Mesa 

P ima ' 

Pinal 



Roosevelt 
Tri-'Coqiity 
WACOP 
Yavapgii 



Approach 



Basic unit data was collected by the lise of tJNIVAL, aji 
instrument designed to garner stiident/teacher demographic 
information, student/ teacher attitude, and student unit 
performance. Another evaluation strategy, .teacher 



monitoring, was used to gather in-depth unit refinement 
data. The data analyzed was from approximately 4,900 , 
Students and 152 teachers with the following general, results. 
Results ^ . . ' 

1. A ^tiital q|p- approximately 4,900 learners were 
exposed to the uni£s in the 9 participating^^^ 



projects. Fifty percent of the leatners w/ire 



femarle, and sixty-nine percent of the learners • 
were Anglo . 

between years and 93 had -previously taught. 

or developed ^ career education unit or program. 

" « - • 

This was more than double last year's total of. 
teachers wh6 had previously taught a career , 
education unit. 

3. Teacher attitude toward career education Ws 
T^ery high (3.98 on a scale where 5 was the ' 
highest possible response) . , Of the 304 possible 
responses, 83% were positive, 11% wer/ of na 
opinion, and only 7% negati^^tfT^''V^^^_/ 

4. Teacher attitude toward thaf units~the teachers 
w&re modera^ly positive ovrerall toward the units 
(3*59). Of the possible -4-56 responses, 68% were 
positive, 12% were- of no opinion and 20%^ were 
negative . 

5. Teachers that had a high positive attitude toward 

(>-. " ' 

career education appeared also to favor. the units 

' ii . ^ 

(r=0.42). • 

6. Learner attitude was positive toward ail units 
^dSross all projects (2.6 on a scale where 3 was 
the highest possible response) . Sixty^-eight 

\, (68) percent of the 27,879 student responses were 

\ ^ ] ■■ ^ 

I positive toward the units, 22% no opinion, and , 

10% w6te negative toward the units. \ 



Executive Summary 



7. Learner performance op th^ units — the overall per- 
cent of. correct scores for all the units by all 

^^...^..-JtAe^ia:^^^ ?M There V was-vllt^l^^^ 



variation across projects • 
'81 Measures of unit effectiveness, based on Teacher 
Attitude toward the unit, Learner Altitude 
>.» toward the unit, and, Learner . Performance on 
. criterion referenced lessdn imbedded items^ 
''were calculated for each unit. - A ranking of 
the units in teifhis Of unit Effectiveness is 
presented in the body of this report* 
* 9. S*tudent demographic data from the field test 

site were subjected to an ethnic profile'. The 
Units' effectiveness was ranked in relation 
to ethnic' prof ile, so that districts with 
comparable ethnic profiles pould use th4 
information for implementation and/or 
dissemination decisions. 
Recommendations 



1. All 11 units Which were field tested are 
satisfactory enough to be included* in the 

. 1975-76 st:atewide in^plementation program. 

2. It is recommended tha;tl an attachment conh 
taining sug^gestlons . f or refinements, listed 
iiw^ha^ndividual .unit reports, be attacked 
to the appropriate miits for use by the 



implementation teachers. 



Vlll. 
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The major purpose of most * innovative programs such as 
career education is to affect positively students* cogni- 
tive, affective/ and psychomotor behavior accordi^hg to 
expressed performance objectives. 

The present field test was designed to deteinriine the 
extent to which the performance objectives have been met 
by the Arizona-produced career education units; A 
seos^ndary purpose of the field test was to provide data 
which coulii^be used to ref ine the units and assist in 
determining impleifnentatidn strategies. This inft)rmation 
is intended for the Curriculum staff at both the State 
department and participating sites. which ultimately will 
be chosen to implement the units. 

Mesa Public Schools Department of Research and 
Evaluation r as the Field Test Management team, was 
responsible for .1:he developipent of the field test instru*- 
^ mrept package and the general monitoring/managdng* of the 
field test. The major responSibiliyt^of the Field Test 
Management team was to reduce and analyze all 'data re- 
ceived from those projects field testing career education 
units. Other responsibilities included conducting a 



-It 



workshop for the local fie.ld test coord4nators, and 
monitoring visits with instructors, administrators and 



/ „ 
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, ^ SELECTINd THE UNITS, 
.^il3STRUMENTATI<i)N, AND THE 
• DETERMINATIoii 6F THE' 
• SAMPLING FRAMEWORK 



The State "Department |through the Research Coordinating 

. ." ^ * ^ (■'■"< 

Unit) utilized a unit selection, procedure (Criterion check- 

list) which resulted in the selection of 11-career units, . ) 
^ plus 6 special education units, * 

In conjunction with representatives of the State Departf 
• mei^, units were distributed to the nine sites usihg the 

following ^instruments to reflect proper ^sampling and to takq; 

intdi^ccount the project's preferenceii' ^ 



3iy^ Field test site goal description : - 
hZ Project preference sheet ' 

c. Random selection procedures (constrained by 
' geographical distributions) 



FIELD TEST 
INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT 



T3A 



5yi] 



Field tes-y instruments were developed by Mesa's Depart- 
ment of 'Re^a^awti and Evaluation, sending working copies to 
the State Department fpr review and critique. A Unit Eval- 
uation .Instrument package (UNIVAL) was conipletcd soliciting 
demograjihic , impact, and assessment data. 



sites across the s'tate wei:e chosen to ..field test 
selected units. The following projects were involved in 
that effort: 



1. Coconino 6 . 

2. Central Maricopa * 7. 

3. Mesa (npn-furided) 8. 
*4 . Pima - • 9 / 
5. . Pinal ' 

The follo\^ing list presents tfae titles and ^rade 
levels of the units £ield tested. 



Roosevelt 
Tri-Cotinty 
WACOP 
Yavapai 





GRADE 




UNIT 


LEVEL 


TITLE 


1 


1 


Grocery Store Occupations 


2 


1 


Parents Are Coitununity Workers Too 


3 


. 3 


We Need One Another 


4 


4 • f' 


Yearnings and Earnings 


5 


5 


The Workers World 


6 




Sailing With Sales 


7 


6 


Ranching 


8 


6 


What Does A Secretary Do? 


9 


6 


Learn To Earn 


10 


6 


General Job Requirements 


11 


7 


Constructipn Industry Related Math 



/ 



MESA'S MANAGEMENT ROLE 
IN THE FIELD TEST 



In order to insure the efficient, timely and orderly 
flow of the field test a milestone chart outlining act- 
ivities and parallelisms was constructed and served as the 
basic management instrument for the conduct of the field 
test CFigure 1) • ' 
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FIELD TEST COORDINATORS' ■ 

WORKSHOP AND MANUAL DEVELOPMENT 
V . 



On September 26, a Field Test Coordinators' Workshop- 

/* ' ■ . - - , 

was held covering the following topics: 



^ Introduction — State's Purpose of 

Field Testing , 
♦ 

Role of the Field Test Maliager^ 

Data Collection in 1973-'^4 

Role of the Monitoring Site , Dis- 
cussion of PERT, Teacher .Workshops 
and Coordinators ' Manual 

Examination of a Sample Unit, 
Discussion of Kits and Special- 
Education Units 

Workshop Evaluation Discussion 
and Questions 



Dr. Beverly Wi^eler 

Frank Vicino 

Dr. James DeGracie 

Charles Small 

Beverly Potter 

All ^ 



The major document used in' the Field Test Coordinators * 
Workshop was the Me^a-developed Field Test Coordinators ' 
Manual. The workshop covered £he" various role demands of 
the field test, instrument us4ge/ and instruction for inser- 
vicing field teat teftchers at the variolas sites* 



EVALUATION 0^^ WORKSKOP 



An instriament to evaluate the workshop was designed by 
Mesa's 'Departraent of Research* and Evaluation and 'admini- 
stered to the field test coordinators. The results of the 

16 
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evaluation v/ere presented to the State Department in . a 

preyiou^' report. T6 summarize the report: 

. . .The workshop participants felt they had 
attained the major objectives of the 
workshop. * « 

* 

. ... The procedures used by the presenters 
aissisted the participants in attaining 
the objectives. \ 

. * .The objectives were* important. 



UNIT DISTRIBUTION 



•.During the period from October, 1974, to April, "1975, 
eleven career education curriculum units were field tested, 
The following listing shows the number of classrooms and 
corresponding units tesrted in " each project. 
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SlPATEWiDE UNIT DISTRIBUTION i 



i 


-■i , — 


*NUMBER<GP 




' UNIT 


CLASSROOMS 


' PROJECT 


TESTED 


COMBLteTED 



Central Maricopa 



if 



1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
7 



Totals 



3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
7^ 
22 



Coconino 



3 
5 
8 
9 
10 
11 



4 ? 



2 
1 
3 
2 

1 

1 



Total= 12 



Mesa (nonfunded project)' 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

9 



*As of May 1, 1975 



J 8 



Total= 



3 
2 
8 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
21 



STATEWIDE UNIT DISTRIBUTION 



PRbJECT 



UNIT 

teSteh 



nu^iber of 

classrooms 

completed 



Pima 



2 
3 
4 
5 
7 
9 



•4 



Total= 



4 
4 
2 
3: 
2 
1 
16 



Pinal ^ 



1 
3 
11 



3 
4 
3 



Roosevelt 



1 
5 
6 
8 
10 
11 



Total= 



'3 
3 
3 
4 
3 

a 

19 



19 



STATEWIDE UNIT DISTRIBUTION 



ERIC 



PROJECT 



Tri-Cotfnty 



0- *r 



WACOP 



Yavapai 



'i ; 



UNIT < 
TESTED 



^NUMBEjR OP ' 
.CLASSROOMS' 
COMPLETED 



1 
'2 
4 
5 
9 
10 
11 



- /• 3 

k 

3 

■ 3 

Total- 21 



4 

6 

8 
9 
10 



. 5 
# 4' 
2 

■ .2 
3 

Total=i 116 



1 
2 
3 
6 
8 
10 



1 
3 
2 
1 
2 



Totals 15 



20 QVErxALL >rOTAL= 152 
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DATA COLLECTION 
AND 
ANALYSIS 



The field test is, a large-^scaie multi-purpose use of 

,the units, generating data to guide product installation 
/ • ' '■ ' ' ■ • ■ 

and further refinements. The following list of objectives 

is presented a6 art indication of some of the major ob- 
jectives guiding* this field test: 

lji_™^o..eJCamine product performance under 

large-scale conditions. ^ . 

2. To 3h6w under vdaat conditions the prbduct 
does or does not perform. 

.3*. To establish whether a product works with- 
out the. superyisj,pn of its developers. 

4. To determine amount of time necessary for 
the product to achieve its objectives. 

5. To deterinine training requirements for 
school staff. ^ 

6. To determine whether the product is worthy 

' of further investmiant. V . r * 

7. To provide product refinement data. • , 

8. -To facilitate eventual widespread dis- * 
semination of the product. 

In an effort to answer as many of these outlined 

objectives as operai^Waliy and Tdglstica possible 

the audience and/or contributors to career education were 

defined. The two major population categories ware defined: 

Learners, and, of course, Teachers (Pig. 2), 

. 11 • 

. • - 21 ' 



Career education^ in ^rdc-c to' be^a, viable and eventually 




.a permanent entry intd the educatipttr system ^ must solicit 
'^^"^"^^ng^ populations;;* ' / - > • ) ^ , 

1^ ^JL^rom the learner ^ performance on the /unit's objeqtiv^s 
rihould be examined^. In addition^ it v^ouid h4 extremely im- 
portant in order, to determine placemeht of the unit^ ta 
. ^J^Hiiine the charactjaristics of the^ students 'in relation 
^o the Unit's success > 

Learner Attitude toward the* uhit^, unfortunately rarely 
soii^ht systematically by produc|: developers ^ should be ,ex- 
aminiS^ as early in development *ag possible. High student 
interest or opposition sho,uld serve as a cue to developers 
that the\ product has hit the mark or needs ma jot revisional 
work . 

' ■ ^ - ' ■ " ■ r ■ ' 

\At the ^classroom teacher's l^vel is where Acceptability ^ 
N^se\^f use, c\^riculum conformance^ vocabujlaryf and effec- 
tiveness with various kinds of* students can be examirics'd ' 
prior to implementation. \ .k , 

The following iWormation injiludes the kinds -of data 

\ V ^ . 

the teadher can generaN^e and, supply concerning the unit's 
effectiveness . 

1. Teacher Attitude\ toward the unit 

2. Teacher A.ttitude toward career education ^ 

3. Unit refinement info^rmation — classroorli. teacher: 
- coinmeritfe concerning uNait activiti^s^ objectives / 

evaluation items, etcX If •general feelings about 
the^ unit are shared .fcoiWistent£y by many teachers 
this will lead to unit refinement. ^ 



y\ 4* Teacher charaGteristibs- r'here the intent is to 

see if there is. any 'relatidnship between teachet 

': ' characteriTbics, sucti as teacher experijence, 
Education/ ag;e/ and success with fcareer edu- 
-cation units 
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An instrument/ ONIVAL/ which was included within the 
curriculum unit package was designed, to assist in 
gathering • the basic data concerning the unit and lessons 

# * - - !! " 

\ 

directly (Appendix II). . ' ^# 



T'he unit and UNIVAL booklet containing the evaluation 
instrument^ for the unit was delivered by the field test 
coordinator -to the cl^s^sroom teacher in conjunction with 
an ins^rvice sess^ion on ; the. use of the unit and completp^on 
of the UNIVAL. ^ 

The following data was collected within the UNIVAL: 

1. -^Learner Unit Performance (Lesson Imbedded Test 
» Items) ^ 

, 2. Learner Attitude Toward Unit [■ 

3. oLearner Characteristics 

4. Teacher Attitude Toward Unit 

^5. Teacher Attitude Toward Career Education 
6. Teacher Characteristics 

UNIVAL data was collected from approximately 4,900 
students and 152 teachers, 

" * 24 " - 
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Monitoring visits to .jBach.of the p^articipating sites 

, - ^ . , - - \ * ^- : ^ . 

wefte conducted eluding the duration t)f |^he field ^testing. 

The first monitoring v^Lsit to each of the projects 
was conducted in ^id-November* aind the first week of ' -'• 
Decembeir, 197^. ^ - • ^ . ' ' . 

^ ^he second monitpting visit to each pr^djept was don-^*^' 
ducted during the month of February, 4.975." ^ /. 

Monitoring ii^strumehts vrere developed ^tb cotidupt , \ \^ 
tUniform interviTews .with the coordinators, prODect' staff 
and teachers. Also, adheretttce^Q^ the "^schedule ..of the milestone 
chart was examined as w^H as Adherence tt&: the requiremertts^ * 
of the* goals and state requirements of the RPP. The inter-* 

views provided an opportunity to famiiiarize the monitoring 

' ■ » - . i ' - * ^ " 

site staff with the geneifjal features and operation of the 

t ' •■ \ • ^ " * - ^ . "- . _ _ . 

local career education project. 

Since the fits t visit was rather larly in the year, 

the teachers in' most projects had not started to field test 

■ .. ^ 

the units in the classroom. 

On the. second visits two days were set aside .to visit 
as many schools. and teachers as possible. 

The data collejsted on each visit was analyzed and 
prelsented in a prelimiriary report to the State Department!. 

* " 25 
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FIELD TEST RESULTS 






OVERALL UNIT REVIEW 











This section of tli^ ireport presents the overall data 
summary and analysis fox the field test*^ / - ^ / 

Significant suinn^ry statistics will be -presented 'and 
discussed in the .Field Test Results section of 'this report. 
Detailed statistical summaries, for each unit are presented 



in separate reports* 



outline of this sectign Atllows: 



A. A description of,»the field test including 
demographic charaoteristics of ^both par^ 
ticipating teachers and studentsi^ 

B. Attitudinal diita from both teachers and ' 
students concerning the units. 

C. Learner performance data on t^he lesson 
specific items, -i 

*D. Unit Analysis data. 



DESCRIPTION OF 
THE PARTICIPANTS 



- Table 1 preserits the exact njambfer of classrooms on 
which data was available in' time for analysis. Originally 
it was anticipated thafeach unit would be presented in 
15 classrooms throughout the state. As in any large-scale 

' 26 
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field test, howeyer> th6 piro jects encbuntejred tfhe usxial 
ntimber df |)roblems completing some of the unj^s on time. The 
-resulting hiimber, howev:er# was stiff icie^ to fbrrt the basis / 
for' ^Ml±d decisions concur ndng the units, ' 

TABLE 1 

■ UNIT TITLES AND FIELD TIIST CI^SSROO^^ 



NUMBER OF 

UNIT TITLE ■ . CjLASSROOMS 

1 Grocery Store Occupation^ > > 21 

2 Parents Are Community Workers Too 15 ' „ 

3 We Need One Another ^ / *23 / 

4 Yearnings and Earnings V-^ * 14 

5 The Workers World ' - 17 

6 Sailing With Sales • . 16 

7 Ranching \ \ 11 

8 What? Does A Secretary Do? , 9 

9 / Learn To Earn . 8 

10 General Job Requirements 13 

11 Const^tuction Industry Related Math -10 



1. Learners ^ - « * ^ 

Table 2 presents demographic information on^ the learners 
that were exposed to. the career education units an the'' field" 
test. A total of 4^9.14 learners were exposed to the 11 ; 
curriculum units throughout the state^ Frdm Table -2 it 
can be noted that the learners' demogrstjahic characteristics 
represented the state fairly well. There was approximately a 
50/50 split on mal^-femaie learners.. The ethnic compositicgi 
included slightly n^ore minority representatives; than the" 
state' ^6pulatxon. The equivalent state.f igures are 20% 
Spanish/ 70% Anglo / 4% Black> 6% American Indian. 
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Out of the students* tested, 1,524 (31%) were repre- 
sentative of the minority backgrounds [944 (19%) Spanish 
Surname, 164 (3%) Black, 393 (8%) Indian, 23 classified 
as Other], and the remaining 3,380 (69%) were Anglo. 

When the ethnic composition or profile of* the various 

sites in the field tes,t population are examined we find 

varying patterns. The following table (Table 3) exhibits 

an ethnic profile of each of the project's field test 

participants in terms of the distribution of the ethnic 

groups. - * 

TABLE 3 - 

LEARNER ETHNIC COMPOSITION. PROFILE^ 

Indian Blacjc Spanish 

0 - 



Central Maricopa 
Coconino 

Pima 

Pinal 

Roosevelt 

Ti-i-County 

WACOP 

Yavapai 



0 
0 



0 
-f 
-f 
0 
0 



Anglo 



0 

+ 



+signif icantly above field test mean 
-significantly below field test mean 
0 no different from field test mean 
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Tri-County's ethnic profile' was closer to the 
average of the group with, however, a less than aver- 
age number of Black students. \ 

Coconino showed a higfi prof ile *in Indian students. 
Pinal showed a greater profile of Spanish ra.ther than ' ' • 
Indian and Anglo learners, floosevelt exhibited a higher 
profile of Spanish and Black than Indian and Anglo learners 
Pima had a greater profile^ of Anglo learners with loWer 
than average Indian and near average Black and 
Spanish populations. 

Central Maricopa h^d a greater p^rof ile of Anglo 
with lower than average; Indian and Spanish. WACOP 
exhibited nearly the sake profile but with near : * 

average Spanish and below average Black populations. 

The diversity of profiles throughout the field 
test augurs well for learners' ethnic representation* * 
in the field test. This diversit;y can also, assist 
other Arizona districts contemplating ^the use of the 
field tested career education units in implementation. 
Administrators from other districts could subject 
their district to the same technique of ethnic pro-' 
filing as employed in this report, and by examining 
the various units' success in similarly profiled 
projects, could list priorities ^f unit implementation. 
This will be discussed further ih the section on unit 
effectiveness. 
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Teachers 

'Table ,4. presents the total number and selected 
demographic characteristics of the teachers partici- 
pating in the field test. 

It can be noted from Table 4 that. there were 
nearly* four times as many female teachers presenting 
the units as m^le teachers. This is probably best 
explained by the fact that 10 out of the 11 Units 
•were elementary- units. The median number of years 
; of teaching experience fell between 6-10* years. 

The teachers that presented the units in the. 
field test appear fairly sojphistiqated concerning 
career education. Of the 152 teachers^ 140 vere 
familiar with career education, and of the 14 0^ 56^ 
previous^ly* taught a career education unit or program, 
and 37 had experience in developing a career education 
unit or program. 



« « 
ATTITUDINAL DATA . , 

. . > . ^ 

♦ 4 

Teacher Attitude 

Included. in each UNIVAL (Unit Evaluation instrument) 
was an Instructor Attitudinal Data sheet which included 
two questions concefningLa^ttittides towatd career educa- 
tion in general/ and 3 questions concerning the teacher's 
attitude toward the specific unit (see Appendix II)* 

21 31 
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Teacher Attitude ^Toward Career Education 

When the teacher ' S general attitude is 
examined toward career education (Table 5) 
we find . that the mean response across 
questions, units , and projects was a' high 
3.98, on a scale where 5 is the highest 
possible positive response. Of the 304 
possible responses 82% (250) were positive 
towards career education, 11% (34) were of 
no opinion, and only 7% (20) were negative. 
Thiere was^ittle variability across projects. 
Teacher Attitude l*oward the Units 

Table 6 summarizes the teacher attitiades 
toward' tlj^ units in the field test. 

The overall* response to the units was a 
moderately positive 3.59. Of the possible 
456 responses, 68% (311) were positive, 12% 
(55) were of no opinion; and 20% (90) were 
negative. ' * . 

Teachers that" had a high' positive attitude 
toward career ' education appeared also to, 
favor the units as ref^^ected by Pearson's 
product moment coef J^ici^i^t correlation of * 



(r = 0.05 level Table 
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TABLE • 7 

MEAN INSTRUCTOR ATTITUDE TOWARD THE UNIT BY INSTRUCTOR ATTITUDE ' 

TOWARD CAREER EDUCATION 

1 INSTRUCTOR INSTRUCTOR ~ 
I UNIT ATTliyJDE 
I • ATTITUDE CAREERED. 
PROJECT (QUES. 3-5) (QUES. 1,2) 



Coconino 

1 „ 


3.47 

• 


3.79 


Central Maricopa 


3.70 


3.86 


Mesa ; 


3.40' 


3.95V 


Pinal I 


3.30 , 


y- 3.95* 


Rooj^evelt 

f 


3.89 


*** 4.4?^ 

, _i.jjiiirfirrw-" 


Pima U 


■ 3.50 


4.0'b 


Tri-c6unty 

1 


3.52 


4.07 

« 


WAcop; 


3.56* 


4.03 


• 

Yavapai 


3.80 


' : 3.63 



• — • • — ~ JL^ — - i . ■ - .-- - - ^ . - . . 

r== 0.42 / - , ^ * . 

' ^' ' . '■' "V 
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Learner Attitude- 



When learner attitude towar^the unit is 
§:?camined (Table 8), a fairly high'^ositive feeling 
toward all units across all projects iW , seen * 
Sixty-eight percent of the 27,879. student \^ 
responses were positive , toward the unit^ 22% 
opinion, and 10% W0re negative toward the units. " 



ERIC 




in order to examine the learners' performance on the 

units, C]umulativ6 ^scores over all the lesson items were 

^examined. Table 9 presents the total learner scores in 

perceritages for all the units by each project. ' 

The overall percent of correct scores for all the 
...» ■■■ . ^ / 

. units by all the projects was a high^83%. There was lit±le 

variability across projects. This variability appears* to 

be mite related*- to 'tb,e different units that wjsre field 

tested/tather than defJ^ndent on ^project site. 

Examining :the relat^^ Learner Attij^rjade 

and I.earner Peic-forfnarice ;;{.^^ can be noted that 

i pofiitive.fel^tionship'eieists between the two (r. = 0.24). 

i'liiisVdorrelatiori* '.althoag^^ is significant at 

the ct. = 0.05 level, « tTurning to the relationship between 

-v \ : . , : ;„. •-.. ■„.. " _ 



■ ■ TABLIi: .8 i 

I 

• LEARMER' attitude TOWAilDS UNIT 
(NUMBER, PERCENT A\jD WEAN 6r COMPOSITE 
LEARNER ATTITUDE RESi>ONSES) 





VPQ /TT7\ 


T*>T5 V 


• I II DON ' T 
CARE/OK 


NO/SAD 




PROJECT 


M 




N 


- % 


N 


'a 


MEAN 


Coconino 


1412 


57 


639 


26 


407 


17 


2.41 


Central 
r^Lcijrxcopa 




0 / 


1203 


24 

• 


414 

7 J» Tl 




2 .59 


Mesa 


3535 


78 


595 


13 


404 


9 


2.69 


Pinal 


^ 1186 


75 


289 


18 


:;"ll2 


7 


2,68 


Roosevelti 


2437 


69 


791 


22 


290 


8 


2.61 


Pinia 


1010 


•71 


• 312 


22 


101 

* 




2.64 


Tri-County 


2555 


69 


826 


22 


339 


9 


2.60 


WACOP 


2117 


57 


■ 1168 


31 


444 


12 


2.45 


Yavapai 


1266 


65 


464 


24 


228 


12/ 


2. S3 


Total 


18853 


68 


6287 


22 


2739 


10 


2.58 



28 

38 



1 

I 



TABLI 9 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CORRECfT LEARNER .RESPONSES 
TO LESSON IMBEDDED ITEMS FOR A GIVEN UNIT- . 

■■ ■ ■ ^ ^ . ^ - 

. : , :. . . , • . ■ . -" 

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF 
NUMBER OF CORRECT CORRECT 



PROJECT 


RESPONSES 


RESPONSES 


' RES PON 


Coconino 


• 1642 


1321 


. 80 


Central 








Maricopa 


3759 


3064 


81 


Mesa* 


4725 


3999. 


85 


Pinal 


1115 


953 


85 


Roosevelt 


• 2888 


2293 


79 


Pima 


798 


684 


86 


Tri-County 


2243 


1874 


! 83 


WACOP 


3574 


2865 , 


80 ' 


Yavapai 


1831 


1646 


90 



Total 22575 18699 . 83 
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Teacher Attitude t;owar4 the unit and Learner Performance, 

no correlation was found' (r = 0.01). * This is not significant 

at the a =0.05 level (Table 10). 
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TABLE 10 






MEAN INSTRUCTOR ATTITUDE 


TOWARD THE UNIT 


BY MEAN LEARNER 


ATTITUDE 


■* . ' - — 

PROJECT 


INSTRUCTOR 

UNIT 
ATTITUDE A 


LEARNER 
ATTITUDE B 


*LEARNER 
PERFORMANCE C 


Coconino * 


* 3.47 


■2.41 : 


"80 


Central Maricopa- 

" " ■ «» 


3.70 \ \ 




. , 82 - 


Mesa , 


3.40 


2.69 


■ 85 : 


Pinal 


3.30 ^ 


, -2.68 


85 S 


Roosevelt 


• 3.89 , 


.\;,2.;61.;V\: ^ 


79 ■ vv,;'^ : 


Pima 


^ 3.50V: 


' .•-;2.64" •/ 


86 , 


. Tri-County 


3.52 


2.60 


: 84 ■ '- 


WACOP 




2'.4-5-"- " ' ' 


' ' 80 „:' 


Yavapai 


3.80 


.. 2.53'"- ■ y 


,90 





Correlation Coefficient 
rAC = 0.01 
rAB =0.28 
rBC = 0.24 



♦Percent of students attaining unit objectives 



Various other data was collected JErom^^^^^^^ teachers Iti- 
volved iii the field test of thcv units. This data was compiled 

and examined''' and is presented below.' 

- ■ ' '■• . /•„,■■■ . , , , 

The data collected; included the following information: 

1. Teachers indicated whether they had experience in / 
^ - jobs other than teaching and whether this infor- 

* matron helped in teaching the unit. It was found 
; that 93. of the 152- teachers (61%] .h ad' previous 

experience in ^ Job other, than teaching* Of these ^ 
93/ 75 indicated that the previous eXpeifience helped 
in teaching 'the unit. (Tabled 11 and 12) 

2. The teachers were asked how many guest speakers 
they used. Sixty-six of the 152 teachers ( 43% ) di^<^ ^^ 

J9kiHiaiii ifflllfSat, „ gf^aaltiff A total of 145 guest 
speakers were used in the 152 classrooms* (Table 13) 

3. The teachers were also asked to indicate the amount 
of time devoted to the unit per week and what time 
of day (AM or PM) the unit wa§ J>rimardly taught. 

^ The median number of hoiirs spent per week teaching 

the unit f elL between ^-3 hour s^ Ninety-four 
( 62% ) teacAe^^ t he afternoon 

While. 58 (38%) taught 'the unit in the morning . 
. (Tables 14 and 15) 

4. The teachers were also asked what kind of classroom 
or method of teaching they used* One hundred. 
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eleven (73%) of the classrooms were self-contained ^ 
24 (1&%) werfe open classroom and 17 (11%) were 
team taught. (Table 16) 
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TABLE 12 



, NUMBER AND- PERCENT OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TAUGHT 
•-EACH UNIT BY WHETHER PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE HELPS . 
IN CAREER EDUCATION 



PROJECT 


N 


YES 

o. 


N 


NO 

% 


NO 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERIENCE 


TOTAL 
NUMBER 


Coconino 


4 


33 


2 


*17 


< 

6 


50 




Central 
. Maricopa 


13 


59 


2 


9 


7 


32 


22 


Mesa 


8 


38 


3 


i4 


10 


48 


21 


Pinal 


4 


40 


2 


20 


4 


40 


10 


Roosevelt 


15 


79 


1 


5 


3 


16 


19 


Pima 1 


6 


37 


3 


19 


7 


44 


16 . 


Tri -County 


14 


67 


1 


5 


6 


/ 29 


21 • 


WACOP 




• 56 


1 


6 


6 .. 


37 


16 


Yavapai . 


2 




3 


20- 


10 




15 


- Total ■ i 


75 


49 


18 


12 


59 


39 

— ^. 


152 V 



« 



I 

"34 



TABLK is . ■ - . 

' ' - ' ■ ' c 

KL'MBER AND PBRdENT OP INSTRUCTORS THAT TAUGHT EACH . ^- 

UNIT BY THE NUMBER pF GUEST SPEAKERS USED 



0 1 2 .*3 . 4 

TOTAL 

PROJECT-. N % N .. N 5 ■ N % M j. NUMBER 



.Coconino 


8 


67 


3 


25 


r 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


12 


Central 




















. - 


• 


Maricopa 


6 


27 


13 


^^59 


2 


9 


1 


4 


0 


. 0 




Mesa 


5 


24 


13 


62 


2 


9 


0 


0 


1 


1 

1 5 


21 


Pinal 


7 


70 


1 


10 


, 1 


10 


1 


10 


0 


0 . 


10 


Roosevelt 


7 


37 


4 


1 -21 


5 


26 


1 


5 


2 


10 


19 


Pima 


6 


37 


2 


12 


2 


12 


X 


6 


5 


31 


16 . 


Tri-CoC(nty 


9 


43 


8 


38 


0 


0 


2 


9 


2 


9 


21 


WACOP 


. 8 


50 


8 


50 


0 


0 


0 


A 

"0 


0*' 


0 


16 


Ya^fapai 


10 


67 


3 


- 20 


1' 


7 


0 , 


• < 

> 0 


1 


7 . 

* 


15 


Total 


6% 


43 


35 


36 


14 


9 


6 


4 


11 


7 


152 
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TABLE 15 



NUMBER AND l>BRCENT OF INSTRUCTORS THAT TAUGHT 
^ ■ EACH UNIT BY TIME TAUGHT 



PROJECT 


TV 

. AM 
N 




PM 

N 


o. 
u 


TOTAL 
NUMBER 


Coconino 


3 


25 


9 


75 


12 


Central 


• 










Maricooa 

A \^ tr 


V 


9 7 


1 is 
Xp 


73 


. 22 


Mesa > 




43 


12 


57 


^ 21 


.Pinal 


2 


20 


8 


80 


10 


Roosevelt 


11 


58 


8 


42 


19 ' 


Pima 


4 


25 


12 


75 


-'■^ U ; 


Tri-^County 


12 


57 


9 


43 


21 


WACOP 


6 


37 




62 


' ' 16 


Yavapai ^ 


5 


33 


10 

' — m -■ ■ ■ 


67 


15 

1 



Total 



58 



38 



94. 



62 



152 



NUMBER OF INSTRUCTORS IMAT TAUGHT EACH- UNIT 
BY TYPE OP CLASSROOM AND METHOD OF TEACHING' 



OPEN^ SELF _ TEMI 

CLASSROOM CONTAINED TAUGHT 

PROJECT . N !oV N . - ^ Kt o; 

















Coconino 


2 




8 


67- 


2 


17 


Central 














Maricopa 


2 


9 


14 


64 






• Mesa 


6 


29 

i 


11 


52 


4 


19. 


Pinal 


2 


20 


7 


— 70 


'1 


10 


Roosevelt 


1 


5 


18 


95 


0 




Pima 














3 


19 


11 


69 


2 


12 


Tri-County 


4 




16 


76 


1 


5 


WAGOP 


3 


19 


12 


75 


1 


. 6 


Yavapai 


l' 


7 


* 14 


93 


0 


0 


Total 


24 


16 


111 


1.73 


17 


11 



48 

38 




When the major unii; measures of*^ effectiveness ar6 
examine<3 they rfeduce to three major factors: * Teacher 
Att:^tu^ toward the^ unit^ Learner Attitude toward the unit^ 
^ arid^ tearner |>erform&nce m the form of lesson imbedded test 



1. 7^>nit Effectiveness 



, The follbwing model* was employiBd to' combine the 



major measqres .of 'upit effectiveness to arrive at 
'an overall unit valud determination {Fig*2>. 

These three measures yield a good look at the* 
e:5#eelfiveness of the uhit-^in both the cognitive 
^and affective modes* The units were thfen ranked in 
relatio;! to this measure of ef f ectiveness ^ /> 

This effectiveness ranking could be utilized by 
school district administrators to assist th^ in v 
chqosing units to be implemented in this districts. 
The prospective users can examine the unit's 
effectiveness in projects with similar demographic 
characteristics as his, own* Irt this way he can 
choose units that have a high prbbabi;Lity of success- 
^ . f ul impliSgentati^ and local acceptance; 



the overall eff.eetiven^ss rartkili^/ aloijg with " 
.rahkiiigs across^u^its for Teacher. Ktti^ * 
; A:ttituaf and"Leartt0?: Per^prinance, aii^e pteseni^ied in ' 
^ Table 3:1/; ■ . • : , y V " * 

:Ef£eqtiven0Ss and Ethnic ?ro£dle 

iT^ ariiief^rt; to ^^sist^ future of the unit, in 
-'terms of; impleftientxng units with . higher probabilities 
of siiccess vrithin their own district, the following 
unit effectiveness rankings were also computed for the 
various ethnic prof iles /repreisented In the field test 
■(Tables 18 through 25). 

It must be noted at this time that not all units 
were -testQd within all projects. Therefore, a unit 
may not be ranked within a particular ethnic profile 
because it was not tested within that specific 
profile. In that case hd data exists concerning that 
unit's performance within the specific ethnic profile. 
This is not to say that it would not be successfully 
implemented in such a district. The data here is 
presented only as a guide to implementation^ and should 
not be used without examining the specific Unit and 
the associated individual unit' report recommendations . 
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TABLE 19 
CENTRAL MARICOPA 



ALL UNITS 



1 






A.I. 


B. 


S * S • A • 


ETHNIC ■ 




• 


PROplLB 


0 






/ 


0 - 









«4 



UNITS 


STUDENT* 


, TEACHER 


STUDENT 


EFFECT . 


ATTITUDE 


ATTITUDE 


PERFORMANCE 


RANK* 




(SA) 


V(TA): 






2 


* 


V . \ 




1 


3 


: ^ 


Vi\^-* 


2 


2 ■ 


4 


.5, 






'•3; 


1 


2.5* 


3.5* 






7 


2 .5 * ' 


6 




5 * 
« 1 


'5 




• . 3.5* 






*Tied ranks 











53 

43 



. V TABLE 22 ^ ♦ ALL UNITS . 

* COeONlNO' 

. ... [ ^ . , 













' . A.I. " 


B * 4p s , . s . - 


A. 




• ETHNIC > 








PROFILE 







UNITS 


STUDENT ■ 
ATTITUDE ' 
(SA) 


TEACHER . 
ATTITUDE 
(TA) 


STUOp^- 
PERFORMANCE 


EFFECT. 
RANK 


8 


2 


2 


4.5* , 


1 * 


2 


1 


7 


1 . 


2 


9 


7 




- " -2 5 „ 


3 


10 


3 * 


3 


7 


4.5* 


5 


. 5 


5.: 


3 

.... ^ 


4.5* 


3 


4 




4.5* 


6 

< 


11 


6 




6 


7 


, *Tied ranks 




4 




> 



54 

44 









-TABLE 18 


ALL units' " . ; 








MESA, YAVAPAI 






, ■ ■ ■ \ . s 

V ;^ - -'■ ■ - . 

■If-,:;.; 




A . ^ A • I • 

* ETHNIC 
PROFILE 


-. 3; . 




'■ •-. • « 










f — ' 


'.'^ ■' ■' ' -■ ' ' ■ . ' - 




STUDENT 
UNITS ATTITUDE 
CSA) ■ 


.rEACHER 
ATTiTUDE 


STUDENT 
PERFORMANCE, 


RANK , ' ■ V 




2.5* 










8 








,2: ^ 


■ ■ 


; "5,.. 


■■■ 4 




. ■ -y ; 5' ^ 






1 - 


2.5* 






.4,/ 




9 


6 . 




3.5* 


/ ■ 5' 




10 


. 9 


' ■ 7,' ; 


'^1 \ 


6/5*. 




2 


5 


\ 5 


■ - ' : ■ ■ ' 


6'. 5'* " . 




.3 


7 


9 


. 3.5*: 




#■ , 


4 


10 


: ■ 1 ■ 




9 




6 


4 • 


10 


10 ^ ^ 


:':;,io,. 


• 


*Tied ranks 


* • * 




, ■ ■ ■ ♦ - ■ .■: 
















• 


1 


* 


• 




ERJC 


1 




45 










' ■ ■■ ^ . ■ ■ ' 


TABLE 25- 
PIMA 




UNITS 




./ A.I. 


B. 


S.S. A. 






ETHNIC 

PROFILE , ~ 


0 , 










- 






•* 










, ' STUDENT , 
,. - ttNlTS ATTITUDE 
{SA) 


TEACHER 
ATTITUDE 
(TA> 


. STUDENT 
. PERFORMANCE 


EFFECT. 
RANK 




: .. 2 ■ 




2 


1 




v^, 1 
4 


5 








;3 • 


,6- v.; 






4 


- No Data 


4 


1^^^ 1^ ^ 4> ii^ 

WO L/aXla ' 




9 


No Data 


■ ■ 


No Data 


" -I: ■ . 






..'ft...' 







t o 

ERIC 



56 

46 i 



( 



"7" 



TABLE 23 
PINAL 



ALL UNITSr 



D. 



A.I. 



■ETHNIC 
PROFILE 



B. 

a 



S.S.1. 



A. 

















UNITS 


y-'STUDENT 
ATTITUDE 
• (SA) . 


TEACHER 
AT3?£TUDE 
(TA) 


. STUDENT .s 
PERSORMANCE . 


EFFECT. 
■ RANK 








' 7——— 








l' ■ ■ ' - 




' 1 








3 . 


... 2 = : , 


3,, 








11 


■ ■ 3 ". 


I , • 


, Z ' - 




































.A 



ERIC- 



57 

47 







• 


TABLE 24' 


, . ' „ ■ ' ALL 


UNITS: 




* 














A-.l/ 

•ETHNIC 
PROFILE 


i 

B. 

+ • 

» 


-S'.§. ' A. 


,t .* 
















.STUDENT 
. ' UNITS ATTITUDE 
(SA) 


TEACHER 
ATTITUDE 
- (TA) 


STUDENT 
, PERFORMANCE 


EFFECT. 
RANK 


5 


1.5 * 


3 


2 


■ 1 ' 




10 


% ( 1.5 * 


1 


5 


2 




'8 - 


4 


6; 




3.5* 




- 1 


3 




',3 ■ 


3.5*'..:- 






6 


3 




5 ^ : , ' ■■■■ 


w. 


(J 

. 6 ♦ , 




3 


6 

















*Tied ranks 



53 



9 o 

ERIC 



48 



TABLE 21 
TRI-COUNTY 



ALL UNIT5- 





A.I. 


B. 


S.S. 


A. 


ETHNIC 
PROFILE 


0 




0 


* 



UNITS 

\ 


STUDENT 
ATTITUDE- 
(SA) 


TEACHER ' 
ATTITUDE 
^ (TA) . 


STUDENT 
PERFORMANCE 


EFFECT. 

RANK 


2 


2 




3 


1 


1 


3 


3*" 




2 


10 


4 


5.5* 


,1 




4 . 


1 


5.5* 


6 




11 


6 


3 


5 


« 

5 


9 


5 ' 


7 


3 '" "V. • 


; 6 ■ ' 


5 


7 


3 


7 


■ -7 ■ ■ 



'^Tied ranks 



TABLt; 20 
WACOP 



'ALL UNITS 





A.I. - B. 


■■ S.;S. 


A. 


ETHNIC 








PROFILE , 




0 


+ 




f \ 







UNITS 



STUDENT , 
ATTITUDE 
(SA) 



TEACHER 
ATTITUDE 
(TA) 



STUDENT 
PERFORMANCE 



EFFECT. 
RANK 



6 
8 
4 
9 
10 



1 

5' 
2 

3- 
.4 



. 2 
1 
4 
5 
3 



4 
1 

3 
2 
5 



1.5* 
1.5* 
3 

4> ' 
5 



*Tied ranks 




1. 



2. 



3. 



A tdtal of approximately 4 , 900* l^airners ,were exposed to 
the units, in the nine participating' p;:ojects. %i£tY 
percent of the learners were, female ahd sixty^ftine 
percent of the learners were Anglo. ,i . 
Of the - 152 teachers 'that presented the linits, 'l2l were 
femaLl^. The median years of experience was between 
^ 6-10 years and 93 had previously taught or developed 
a careetr education unit or p^^ogram. • 

•* 

■Tpacher attitude toward career education was fairly- 

■*■ 

high (3.98 on a scale^ where S wa& the highest 
possible response). Of the -304 possible responses, 
83% were positive, 11% were of no opinion, and ^only;" ' 
7% were negative. 

Teacher attitude toward the units — the teachers were 
moderately positive overall J:owar"d the units. (3.59) . , 

Of the possible 456 responaes,^ 68% were positive, 

( ■ ■ • ' 

12% were of no opinion and 20% were negative. 
Teachers that had a high positve attitude toward 
career education appeared also to favor the units 
(r ^ 0.42) . 

61 

51 • ' 



Leairner attitude wa positii^e toward all units agross 
all projects (2. if on a Scale* where 3 was the highest 
possible te^spbilse) Sixty-eight (68) percent of the 
2j^,879 student xespons^es* were positive toward the 
' ^P^t^/ 23% no opinion, ^nd 10% were negative toward 
tHe unit. ^ V. ' _ .. , 

■* ll " , 

fiearner "performance on the unit— the overall percent 
of correct scores for all- the units by all the project? 

- « 

was a high 83%. There was .little variation across 
projects. 

Measures of unit effectiveness^ based on Teacher Atti- 
tude toward the unit, Learn6r Attitude toward the 
Unit, and Learner Peifformance on criterion referenced 
lesson imbedded items were calculated for each unit, 
A ranking of the units in terms of unit effectiveness 
is presented in the report. 

Student deiidographic data from the field test Site ^ 
were subjected to an ethnic profile. The units'--^ 
effectiveness were ranked in relation to ethpiic profile 
so that districts with comparable" ethnic profiles 
could use the information for implementation decisions. 



62 

52 




■ ) 



. * 



1. All 11 units which Were field tested are satisfactory 
enough to be included in the 1975-76 statewide iraple- 
mentation program. ^ . 
\2. It is recommended that an a^ttachment containing ^ 

suggestions for refinements, listed in the individual 
^^^^ reports, be attached to the appropriate units 
for use by the implementation teachers. 
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APPENDIX I 
Non-Significant Data 
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TABLE I 



OVERALL 

MEAN STUDENT ATTITUDE BY TIME OP DAY UNIT TAUCHT • 



TIME OF DAY 
• STUDENT i=PM 2=AM 
PROJECT ATTITUDE* ' MEAN 



Coconino 


2.41 


1.25 


•t, # 
Central Maricopa 


2.59 


' 2.27 


Mesa \ 


2 . 69 


1.43 


Pinal \ V \ 


2 . 68 


1.20 


Roosevelt 


2.61 


1.58 


Pima 


2.64 


1.25 


Tri -county 


2.60 


1.57 


WACOP 


2.45 


2.38 


* 

Yavapai 


2.53 


- 1.33 



TABLE II . 
OVERALL 

MEAN STUDENT PERFORMANCE BY TIME OP DAY UNIT TAUGHT 



PROJECT 



♦LEARNER 
PERFORMANCE 



TIME OF DAY 
1=PM 2=AM 
MEAN 



Coconino 


80 


I 1.25 


Central Maificopa 


82. 


r ' 1.27 


Mesa 


85 


1.43 


Pinal 


85 


' « 1.20 


Roosevelt 


79 V. 


1.58 


Pima 


86 


1.25 


Tri-County 


84 


: ♦ 1.57 


WACOP 


80 


1.38 


Yavapai 


90 


1.33 



^Percent of students attaining unit objectives 
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FIELb TEST INSTRUMENT PACKAGE 




LEARN TO EARN 
GRADE LEVEL! 6 * 



68 



GJVKEER EDUCATION flELD TEST 
. .PROGRAM . INFORMATION 



Pleiiae print t 

Inptructor ^ School 
■ Unit or Kit Title District 
Gra4e lievel - Project < 



Date unit or Kit introduced in the claasroo m / ^ / ^ 

iiio. day year 

Student data : {*the numbers should agree) 

♦Total number 6f students exposed to the unit . 



♦Number of students of eac^^sex: a, male b. female^ 

♦ljuimber of students in each ethnic grbWP? 

a. American Indian ^ d«- Anglp White^ 

b. Black ' e. Other 
. c. Spanish Surneune^ 



DIRECTIONS : Circle ^^th«^ let*-.er of voyr answer , in eadh of the 
following questions. ^ 

Teachers^ . ^ - 

How many year^ have you worked in .the field of education?' 

a. Less than one . 11*15 -years 

^ b,' 1-5 years More than i5 years 

c. 6-10 years ' 

Which of the follov^^ing would best describe, your exposure to 
Career Edij^catipp : date) T 1 

a. Develpptsd a Career Education unit ©r prograift 

b. V Taught a Career Education tt^ 

c. Read a Career Educg^tion unit or program 
d* Had some exposure to Career Education 

Had no exposure to Career Education 



What , is your Bex? 

a. Male 

b. Female^^^^ ^ 

Is your classroom; (more than one answer nay be applicable) 
/a« Open ^ ? 

b. Self ^contained^^ • \ 

c. Team taught 

What time of day were the lessons taught (predominantly)? 
Si. A M ; " * . 

b. PM ' i 



How much time did you devote to the unit each week^ 
*a. , Less than 1 hour ? J 

b. 1^2 hours . 

c. . 2^3 hours 

d. . 3-5 hours , 

e. More than 5 hours 

How many guest speakers were used in conjunction with the 

unit? 

a. 0 > 

f, ' 'J 

b. 1 " • 

c. 2 . . 

d. -3 ^ ■ ^ . : . , X • 

e. 4 oS: more 

Hav.e you had another occupation other than teaching? 
a* Social sciences e. technical 

b# Physical sciences f . Construction 

c. Chemical sciences g. Industry 

^ d. Business . h. 



Old this expariencii help in teaching the Career Education 

unit? » . 

*a. Yel 
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PART II 



Learner Performfiuice Data 

Directions: . Please provide an indication of how well the . 

lessons delivered the performance objectives, 
ihe lesson numbers and jaethods of evaluation 
for each have been indicated. Page -numbers ;r 
objective specifications^ and item numbers are 
c indicated as appropriate. Please indicate the 

total number of leaarners responding. Then record 
the number that responded correctly. Complete 
this form as you teach each lesson of the unit. 



Method of Evaluation 



Number of Learners 



Lesson 
Ntlmber 



P^ge No. 
Item No. 



Test 



Checklist 



Instructor 
Judgment 



Responding 



Minimum of 
8 correct 



Minimum of 
4 tcorrect 




Responding 
Correctly 



Minimum of 
6 correct 



Mxnamum ot 
3 correct 



Learn to Earn 
Grade Level 6 



PJiHTXII 
Uimtrvatox Attitudinal Dat« 

Diyctioim t Wmmd •adi stAtaaMmt and plmom a dtiadt in th« box 
^ undar tha haadintf that^^eribaa your raapoaca. 





Strongly 
Affraa 




Vo 

Opinion 


Disagraa 


■trongiy 
Diaa<;rraa 


ciasMs m ay siibjact 
grada laval would ba 
jiora naaningf uX and xala- 
vant if focuaad around 
Caraar Education objac- ' 
tivas. 








1 




Caxaar Bdu'cation is just 
anothar fad that will 
■oon ba foroottan. 






a 






Attar Minimal raviaions 
thia unit will ba 
caaOy for statawida 

dictribotion. 












Tha laaxning activitias 
wara vary affaotiva in 
halplng oiaat tha par- 
foztMnoa statad. 












lha contant of tha unit 
ralataa diractly to my 
raaular class oroaram. 








** * 1 li 1 





Xndicata balow^any furthar 
waaknassas of tha unit. 



ooMnanta conoaming tha strangtiia or 
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PART (Continued) 

Learner Attitudinal Data 

On the following page is an attitudinal survey Which 
%fe would like your learners to respond to. Please remove 
that page fron this instrument and reproduce enough copies 
for each of your learners. I He feel thJi,t it would be best 
if your learners responded to this aurvey at the cbmpletion 
of the unit. If your learners do not have the needed reading 
ability to complete the survey, please read and explain the 
items to them. After the^lteamers have con^leted the survey, 
please tally their responses and record the total number of 
learners responding in eac^ manner of the form provided 
below. 

YES I DON'T NO 

CASE 



1. 



2. 



3. 



4. 



HAPPY 



OK 



SAD 



5. 




6. 



7. 
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PABT III (cont'd) 



LEARNER ATtZTUDZNAL FORM 



NANS 



HoulJ you want to know more 
about what we have learned 
in these lessons? 



Do you know more now' aiJ^out 
these lessons than before? 



YES I DON'T CARE NO 



3. Were the lessons interesting 
to you? 





AO 
O 





4. Do you think that next year's 
. class should be given these 
lessons? 



5. How did you feel about the 
lessons? <y 






PY 



OK 



SAD 



AO 



How did most of *your' other 
classmates feel about the 
lessons? 





7. How did your teacher feel 
about t^e lessons? 
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